NOTES TO CHAPTER 5	377
 (73)	See note 54 above. The master of an apprentice who was * seduced from his service*
to work for someone else might waive his action for tort and bring one for payment for
work and labour against the person who tortuously employed him. See Bright v. Lucas
(37 Geo. HI.), Peake's Cases, 1829, pp. 121-2.
 (74)	Hanway, op. cit., p. 107.
 (75)	The Committee of the Foundling Hospital in 1766 thought it better to give no fee
at all. They sometimes however gave from £5 to £7 in * nurse money* to induce a master
to take a child of from eight to ten. Hanway says that some well-regulated parishes gave
from £5 to £10 while others * place children frequently in bad hands for £3 only1, op.
cit., pp. 111-14-
 (76)	4* Ceo- IIL» c- 73-
(??) 56 Geo. m« c> X39' **n *ke populous districts of England, the same causes which
produce population, provide support for the inhabitants of all ages, by various occupations
adapted to their means. Thus in manufacturing districts the children are early taught to
gain their subsistence by the different branches of those manufactures. In districts where
collieries or other mines abound, they are accustomed almost from their infancy to em-
ployments under ground, which tend to train1 and inure them to the occupation of their
ancestors. But in London the lower class of the population is not of that nature, but is
composed of many different descriptions, consisting of servants in and out of place,
tradesmen, artisans, labourers, widows, and beggars, who being frequently destitute of
the means of providing for themselves, are dependent on their parishes for reliefj which
is seldom given without the parish claiming the exclusive right of disposing at their
pleasure of all the children of the person receiving relief. The system of apprenticeship is
therefore resorted to of necessity, and with a view of getting rid of the burthen of sup-
porting so many individuals and ... it is probably carried to a greater extent there than
anywhere else....' (Report on Parish Apprentices bound into the Country from the Bills of
Mortality, 1815.)
The children employed at a mill at Backbarrow in 1814-15 were all parish apprentices,
chiefly from London (aged 7-11), with a few from Liverpool workhouse (aged 8 or 10
to if). Report on the State of Children in Factories, 1816, p. 178.
 (78)	The Attorney General, arguing in 1802 that the Bill ought to include all children,
not only parish apprentices, said, 'Was not the direct tendency of the present Bill to
destroy apprenticeship altogether? Would not the manufacturers employ children as free
labourers in place of apprentices to evade the law?* Part. Register, LXXX, p. 458.
 (79)	Tetters to die Guardians of the Infant Poor*, quoted in London Chronicle, 28-30
July 1767. The beginning of the movement in behalf of climbing-boys seems to have been
a letter in the Public Advertiser, August 1760, signed Ambulator [? by Hanway], quoted in
Hanway's Sentimental History of Chimney-Sweepers . . . 1785, p. xx.
 (80)	By 1804 this had been given up. Modern London... 1804. (Description of plate of
a chimney-sweeper.)
 (81)	Hanway, The State of young Chimney-Sweepers' Apprentices, 1773. (Goldsmiths"
Library.)
 (82)	Sentimental History, p. 25. See also J. P. Andrews, An Appeal to the Humane on
behalf of the most deplorable class of Society, the Climbing Boys... 1788, p. 8: 'few parishes
if any, now bind their poor to chimney-sweepers'.
 (83)	Walpole writes in 1784: 'I have been these two years wishing to promote my
excellent friend Mr Porter's plan for alleviating the woes of chimney-sweeps, but never
could make impression on three people; on the contrary, have generally caused a smile.*
(Letters, ed. by Toynbee, xiii, p. 220.)

